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ABSTRACT - ^ /. — 

^ -A' two*year long study investigated the influence of 
being j^n a^ aiainstreamed classfoom on nonhandicapped children's 
abilities to communicate with the handicapped. The study involved 
three gtwtps of students: (1) 66 aonhandicappedV. nonintegrated (tnose 
^n'classe.s without handicapped children) ; (2) 2^^j[ionhandicapped,' 
integrated; and (3) "55 hanclicapped on^y. To measure tne aijiiity of a 

""'chiM -to. ^adapt communication to a specif ip listener, each subject was 
shovn a' series 6f eig|it dravifigs illustrad:ing Jiandic^apped and 
noirhand£ciip^ed qhildren doing different things aad^asJced wni?t he rfr 

'She* would say to communicate a certain dnte^ti^on , to the child in the 
picture,; The^ sub jects^ -.responses were coded for their .empa^hic '"^^ • 
adaptation to each iiandicap% Th.e subjects were tested at the ^end of 

.t6e first yeaj of ^a mainstreaming program and ^gaxn at tne end of the 
second year of the program. The rfesults indicated that boxh'"^ ^ 
nonh'andicapt>ed-5ahd handicapped chiJ^dren had' difficulty commuaicating 
with their handicapped peers, B^ei^ in a mainstreamed class h^d tko 

"ifT)act' dn' the com^municatlotf ski||LlS of the nonha.ndicapped children^ • 
and po differences were fdtirnd betireen .children studied at the 
conclusion of the tirst or •second year^ of the mainstreaming program. 
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Dncertaiaty in and avoidance by other? are phenomena ^ 

' 1 • ■ . 

which almost every handicapped person experiences on a regu- 

«• i. 

lar basis, * Most nonhandicapped individuals are uncertain 
about «hoW/ they should interact with someone who is handi- 
cappa«3^ (Davis, 1961) and'tend, to avaid such contact (Thompson 
and Cundiff , 1979) Wheiy' mixed (handicapped-nonljandicapped) 
inter. actions do occur, they are characterized by anxiety 
(Hurt and Cook, 1979) ^Yid discomfort and inhibition (Kleck, 
Ono and Hastorf , 1#66/. Most nonhandicapped persons have a 
predisposition to ne^ative3|j^ evaluate the handicapped (Yuker, 
Bloqk and Campbell/ 19 68) and to have' difficulty communicat- 
ing with them (TlApson, 1981); This negative treatnjent is 
known tb have d^ilit^ting effects on the self Cbncept (M6is- 
sner, Thoresop and Butle^r, 19.67) - and' socialt skill development 
(Thompson, L681) of handicapped children. In an effort to 

• /' ' ~ ' . ■• ' 

examine a potential 'solution to these problems, mamAtreaitting , 
the'prese^t study assessed the effect of being in a class with 
handicaflped children on nonh,andicapped children's ability to 
commux)!lcat'e with their handicapped classmates. 

Haingtreaming 

• - _ . / • • " • ' 

The impet^a3 for mainstf eaming, the inclusion of h'andr-*- . 

^J^pped children in "regulfeir" classes, has come from ^ several 

directions. Financial (bxinn/* 1968) , academic (Johnson, 1962) . 

and social factors (Newb^rger ,'-<1978) .ha^/e all been, considera-t 

^' ' I . ' * 

tions. It has also "been argued that ma^inStreaming handicapped 
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children should have positive effects on, the *nonhandicapp#d 

[ ^ ' 

children in the 'classes, through increasing their awareness, 

of and sensitivity to differences in others (Gearheart and 
Weishahn, 1976). While the impact of mainstreamihg on the 
handicapped child is being thoroughly investigated by re- 
searchers (se^ for exam^j^^e/ Jphnsoni Lavely and Cline, 1975; 
lanol Ayers, Hfeller, McGettigan and Walker; 1974; McCauley, , 
Bruininks and. Kennedy, 1976; and Macy and Carter, 19,78). its 
influences on the nonhandicap^ed have received only slight 
attention. In light of 1) evidence that most mains treamed 
handicapped and jionhandicapped children are not communicating 
with each other (Thompson, 1980) and 2) the increasing preva- 
lence o£ ^mainstreaming due to xecent legislation (PL94-142) , 
this question becomes even more important. . 

^' The present study chose.' to examine this topic through 
an investigation of the ability of children .to adapt their 
communication to the handicap^d.^ Appropriate adaptation is 
an essential ingredient of competent communication (Bochner 
and Kelly, 1974) . Adaptation has- frequently been e:?amined 
in the literature un^^ler^he title of "Listener-adapted com- ' 
miyiication. " Messages which are ^propriately ^ada'p^ed to a 
listener indicate that the communicator develc/ped^ and uti- 
lized assumptions about the receiver of the me^^^e. It is ^ 
more than just, perspective taking,, as it includes social 
perception processes in general .(Delia 'and Clark, 197^7) ; • 

A version of Alley's (1973) procedure which assesses 
listener-adapted communication through the ^use of drawings 
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wa*s modified to. measure the abilities of norihandicapped 
chpi^loren to: 1) communicate empathically with the bandi- ' ^ 
capped; and. 2) adapt their communication to the functional 
limitation^of physical handicaps. The first of these abi- 
lities 2;efers to adap-ting to the emotional characteristics pro 
vided by the constraints of the situation or message receivy 
er« This would .include sending .bad news differently than 
good news, or communicating differently to a child who is 
crying compar^ to one who is laughing. The second abality 
involves accurati assessment of and adaptation to the physi- 
cal constraints caused by a disability, such as having dif- 
ficulty running i,f one is on crutches. It should be^ noted 
that we are not measuring attitudes or actual coitununication 

behaviors, but communicative abilities. ^ 

3 ' 

• ' Only orthopedic handicaps were included in this explo- 
ratory research beAuse these limitations should be e^ier 
for the nonhandfcapped ' to assess- than the limitations caused 
by intellectual, emotional or learning disabilities. Since • 
th^ere is evidence that attitudes toward 'the handicapped be- 

come more posi-tive as a function of maturity (McDaniels, 

« 

1969) a crpss-sectional stiady of children in grades 1, 3 and 

& was undertaken to see if this also holds true with commu- 

nicative abilities. • In order to. exami^ie changes c^used^ by ' 

mainstreaming over a pe?:iod of time, data were collected at 

the .conclusion of both the 'first and second years of a -main- 
* ^ r' ' > . ' . 

Streaming program. - * * * 

^In light of the evidence cited earlier indicating 
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■ negative re.actions toward the disabled, the first hypo1:hesis 
proposed that: * v ^ 

Vr^: Nonh^ndicapped children will be jnore empathic 
♦ toward the p^tures of the nonhandicapped children 
than towards pictures of the handicapped children. 
The second hypothesis assumed that handicapped children have 
more knbwledge about disabilities " and that having a disabi- 
lity .will make one piore empathic towards others with handi- 
caps. On the basis of this, it was suggested that these 
children would adapt to the limitations ca^ed by ' the physi- 
cal disability of the child in the picture* . 

Nonhandicapped children^will not adapt. to the 

r 

fuoictional limitations of the disabilities in the 

' * 
pictu^res as well as handicapped children. 

Onfe of the, goals of mainstreaming is improved relationships 
between disabled and nondisabl^d childr.en (Gearheart and 
Weishahn,. 1976) A Improved'^communicative ability should " 
facilitate improved relationships. There is evidence^' that 
mainstreaming has positive effects on the social acceptance 
of educable mentally retarded childrert (Sheare , ^1974 ) . and on" 
the attitudes of classmates" toward, the physically hahdicapped 
(Friedman,. 1975.) . We were interested in examining the im- 
pact of maj.nstreaming on communicative ^ability • Thus, it 
was posited that: » 

.H^: Nonhandicapped children in integrated classes will 
^ . - be better able than nonhandicapped, children in non- 
. V integratecj classes , to emp^thically and functionally 
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adapt-^heir communication to the pictures of the 

handicapped children. 
The fourth hypothesis jwas an attempt to replicate the cros.sr 
sectional improvements in adaptation noted by Delia and 
Clark (197.7) and Alvy (1973) : ' " ' . ^ 

' H.: Adaptation abilities will improve with age. 
The next hypothesis suggested that mains treaming would be- ' 
come more effec^ve over time/ Tfiis was assess'fed by compar- 
ing those children who participated in the study at the' end 
o^ the first year of the program with those who participated 
at* the end of the second year. This second^roup of child- 
ren had been in the mainstr^aming program for two full years 



The hypotl^sis read: 



^'H^: Being in an integrated' class will imp:rove nonhandi- 
capped childr^h's adaptation abilities more in the 
secpnd year than in the first ytf,ar. 
Finally, i^was proposed that mains treaming would have more . 
of an impact on older children than on younger ones. This 
involved comparing first, ^ third and sixth graders who were 
participating in the ma i-ns treaming pro'gram. / 
Hgi Being* in an integrated class will improve non- 
handicapped- children' s adaptation abilities more 

« 

with incfreasfed age. ' • . 

Since children in girades 1, 3 and'>6 were sampled, none 
'of the child^ren who participated in the..,^udy the first year 
participated again the second year. ' ThusV hypotheses 5 and 
6, while they appear to overlap, .are' actually measuring two 
different processes. , • , ' 
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METHODS^ 
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Subjects ... ; . . 

^ The participants were all students in a county-wide 
school district in a mid-Atlantic state.* Since the state is 
a small one, this district constitutes well over one-half of 
school age children in t^ie state. ' 

Cons-istent with the guidelines of Public Law 94-14 2, 
t^ie district is* attempting to provide the least restrictive 
environment for' each child. Beginning in September, 1977,. 
sevefal-»children were mai/istreamed 'from the special school 
into one of. several "regular" schools. Most of the elemen- 
tary age children w'ere mainstireamed into one suburban school. 

Three- groups of subjectis were included in -this research: 
1) nonhandicapped, nonintegrated < (those in classes wtthqut 
handicapped students); 2) nonhandicapped, integrated; and 
3) handicapped students. For the first; group, -66. nonharidi- 
capped children from ^onintegrated classes were randomly se- 
lected from the appropriate, grades in a" school not partici- 
pating in the tnainstreaming program^ To iparticipate in the 
second group, pn^ nonhandicapped child was randomly selected 
'from each, of the mainstreamed (integra-tfedj; fir^t, third and 
sixth grade classes in the district. Each child in this ^ 
group was in a class with "an orthopedically handicapped ' 
child. This group included 24 children. A random sample of 
55 orthopedically handicapped children was selected from 
each of the grades to serve "as the tlfird group. 
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AS a result of pragmatic limitations' the cqll sizes are 
unequal. Nonprthogonal analyses of -variance (Overall and 
Klett, 1972) aiii separate-variance estimate t-tests ware 
Utilized to account for this differ/ence. 

Procedures , 

'The data were individually . collected within the schools 
by the author and a female graduate research assistant. In- 
terviews were .cond^ucted in a small,, quiet^ room .containing a 
table and two chairs. The same -room was used within each 
school. Parental permission was obtained prior to each 
child'^ participation. > • • 

To measure the abirJ-fay to adapt communication to a spe- 
cific listener, children were sh(^wh a series of eight draw- 
ings. Order of* the pictures. was randomly ^determined for ^ , 
each child. The drawings showed children doing different' 
things. Half of ttt^e children were orthopedically handicapped 
Two pictures showed boys crying — one boy was missing* an arm.^ 
Two' shoWd girls standing by some marbles, and one of 't;hese 
girls was "wearing braces on her »legs.. Two pictures showed 
bpys throwing pillows; one was in a wheelchair. And two 
showed girls standing — one girl was using forearm crutches. 
The pictures Were selected to represent some situations in 



which adaptation to the functional limitations of the handi- 
cap would be necessary and some that would not demand adap- 
tation. This was to differentiate between chij^^en who wefe 
aware of the handic^ap, those who made inappropriate or un-r' 
necessary references to the handicap, and those who vere 



donununication with the Handicapped - 

' 8 

( ' 

realistically art^ empathically aware ofjl the limitations 
caused-by the handicap,-* The • situations \were also chosen to 
represent idifferent emotional • states requiring different 
adaptation. 

For each picture the subject was given a hypothetical 
situation and asked what he or she would say to Communicate 
a certain intention to the child in the picture. For exam-*, 
pie, for the pic-ture of the boy in the, wheelchair subjects 
were asked, "Let's pretend that you want to have a race wi,th 
this boy. What do you think you would say to him to get Jiim 
to race with you?" If the child did not respond to the ini- 
tial question. He or she was asked, "Well, what do you think " 
you mi^ht say?" This_pr9be was followed by a rephrasing of 
the initial question. If the child still did not respond 
the experimenter went on to the ne'xt picture. Table J pre- 
sents a' brief descriptipil^'^f^each picture, along with the 
quesOx5n""used for each«^ The, procedure was pretested to in- 
sure clarity. 



Insert Table 1 about tiere 



All responses to this meas\ire were tap^' recorded and 

• * / 

later coded , according to the hierarchical {schemes listed in . 
Table 2, .Responses were coded by two .independent judges on 
both empathic adaptation and adaptation to the haadicap 
^whiph was coded only for the sketches of the handicapped 
children) , The empathic adaptation coding scherrte begins with 
no response ^t all. It then follows the child's progress 
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through so^^e attempt to a^ore and more ^a^roprrate adapta- ' 

'tion to the child in the picture. The exuding scheme for . * 

*adafrtatit>n- to, the handicap also begins with no response. It 

^ then follows a progress covering ;both- appfbpriate and inap- 

propriate ^references, to the han'dicap of the child in the 

picture. There^ were some situations which did not require 

mention 'of the handicap, and 'reference ta it in this ^itua- 

bion is inappropriate. This cocjing scheme assesses reference 

to the fiinctdonal -limitations^ of the handicap, but a high 

score shows an empathic and appropriate* reierence . For exam-- 

ple, a response- to the picture described above such as "Wanna 

race?" would be coded \s Level- 5 for empathic adaptation and 

Level, 2 foi^adapta tioft to . the handicap, unless the respondent' 

was also in a wheelchair. A response such as,- "I'll get a' * 

• ' * * * 

wheelchair and we can<haye|a race" wo^ld be Level 7* f or- empA- 

> . / 

thic adaptation* and Level* 6' for handicap adaptation. .The 

• ♦ . ^ ' ^ %. • . 

second response would receive a higher score on both scaires^, 

because it shows m^re concern for the handicapped chi:^.d's. 

feelings aijia some, realization that a race between a child 

* * * ' ^ 

running ^nd another .in a wheelchair is not approprTate. 

' • ji :„„„^. * • 

Insert Table 2 about here ' 



After t^ scale wa's developed, an attempt was made to ' 
provide some validity for it by^utilizing four handicapped - 
adults and four' special* educa tion t eachers. Fifty responses 
given by the participants were randomly selected and trans- 
cribed onto index cards. Each adult was rahddmly assigned 
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twenty of these-. cards and was asked to-order them from lovj^^ 

' , * " *» 

est to highest on the adaptation of .the message to the lis- 

tener in the picture. They were provided with the pictures, 

but not with the , coding scheme. The order provided by ^ach 

judge was correlated with the scares which^ the' pictures had 

been assigrfed. on the original coding scheme! The average 

• cor r ela t iql^il:^. 8 7 . 

* Following^ this, each adult was\ asked to select those 
cards in his or her set which reported responses to the pic- 
tures of thfi haiidicapped children. The picture number was 

'noted on each in<3ex card. They ordered these pictures ^n 
the appropriateness of the adaptation to the Handicap in the 
picture. The average correlation for this scale was .74.- 

Following this measure the children wef;e given a brief 
intelligent^ test. The purpose of this test was to control 
for the; possible .effects- of intellig_ence on adaptation abili- 
ties. The Slosson Ipteiligen^e T^st^ 1971 edition, wag used 
for' this purpose. ^ ReliaSility of this measure is .97. (Slos- 
son, ^ 1971) , • and correlations with the ^S^nford-Binet test, 
Forin L-M, range from r=.*90 to .98^ ^'the test was- administered 

r 

.orally and took about lO- to 15 minutes.. 

Data Analysis ' ^ , - ' 

— : - • ■ . . • „ ' 

The variables were ^'naly2^ed .by series, of non«)rthogonal 
analyses of variiance and separate-variance estimate t-t^sts. 
An analysis of covariance was ' compilted to partial out the 
effect of intelligence. Reliability coefficients, or me a- ' 
sures of agrefenlent between the* judges, were computed on^ bpth 
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the rajtings of empa^thic adaptation (Pearson r=.93) and han- 
^dicap ada^taHon 1r=.86) Ratings of the* two judges were 
averaged to 'yield scores for analysis. . Power estimates, are* 
from tha tables provided by- Cpt^en, (1977>. 

^ ' ■■■ 

RESULTS. 

Hypotheyjus 1 ; . ' *v-' \ '* 

% The first hypothesis^ sug^e^ted a difference between Jthe 
emp'athic adaptation scores of the nonhandicapped" students 
toward pictures of handicapped and nonhandicapped children, 
Th^s hypothesis was supported, with the responses toward the 
handicapped pictures (X=4.89, SD=.91, n=90) significantly 
lo\^^^^^^^6|r df=^89, p<.001)'^ than responses^^ward the non- ^ 
handicapped' pictures (X=5. 88, ^SD=1. 17, n=90) ^ 



Hypothesis 2 ^ * ^ o 

Differences between handicapped and nonhandicapped 
children on adaptation t;o handicaps was ^posited in the sec- 
oijd hypothesis. This was. not supported (t=-.17, df=90, 
p='.87|r Power=. 27) The responses of the two groups were . 
almost, identical , with the mean for the handicapped children 
equal to 3.13 (SD=. 82 , ^=55) and for the nonhandicapped 
children equal t^ 3.15 (SD=;61, n=90) . Handicapped children 
are**nd better at adapting to the functional limitatipns of 
disabilities "than are those, who are not handicapped. 



Hypothesis 3, 

The assumption behind hypothesis 3 was that n^amstreammg 
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would improve nonhandicapp^d children's ability to commtini-^ 
cate with the handicapped. This- was not supported 1^ the 

9 

anatysis of empathic adaptation (t=~.22, df=42, p=2.83, 

t 

Powe^^^21) or handicap adaptation (t=X,18, df=39, p=,24, 
Power=.55) . T^e means for the groups may be seen in l^le'S, 

• ' . ' 

^ f ^ Insert Table 3 about \here' w 



Hypothesis 4 / * . ' ' 

Changes with increasing age on both types of adaptation 
were suggested in the fourth hypothesis. This was supported 
for the measure of handicap adaptation (F=7.68; df=2,142, 
£<,001) but was not quite supported by empathic adaptation 
(F=2,69, df==2, 142V p <,07, Powers. 99). Means for these 
groups, which were all. in the hypothesized direction, are 

presented rn Table 4. . ^ - ^^ 

( J %. L 

Insert Table 4 about here ^ 

'^i.L.^^^ : 
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The 'fifth hypothesis proposed differences\t)etween the 
first and second *ye;ar^on both adaptation measures for the 
• integis^ted, norihandicapped childr^ only. Neither bf these 
was supported, although the measure of hcftidicap adaptation 
Ishowed a trend dn the appropriate direction (t=-.167, df=21, 

7 \ ~ % 

'p:'.l'0, Power=. S^Sy . For^this measure the year one scores 
(X=3,.0fr, SD^. SB,'^ n=^13) were lower than scores collected in 
the second year (X=3.50, SD=^.62, n=ll) . The scores- on 
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bommunication wit;h the H^dicapped 

empathic adaptation were almost identical aq^^oss y.ears 
(t=-.04, df=15, £=.97, Power=.15; year one X=4.85, SD=.6'4v 
.n=13; ye^ar two X=4 .^6, -SD=1. 18, n=ll) . 

Hyp'o thesis 6 ^ - . 

The final hypothesis suggested that .being in a main- 
streamed class would become more effective, with incre^'asiiig 
age. This was not supported for empathic adaptation (F=.14, 
df=2,84, .p=.87, Powersi.2-1) or for handicap adaptation (F=1.17 
df=2,84, p=.32/ Power=.13) . / 

Intelldgence wa$ {i)en statistically controlled using an 

analysis o£--<^ovat^iance and. the hypothesis tests ^were repeated 

-> 

All results rjemainfed as reported above. 

N 

Dir.CUSSION 



Analysis of the data, indicates thl^t ^on handicapped 
children, pommunicate less'' effectively with the handicapped 
than witi^^ the nonhandicapped on both ^empathic and functional 
levels* This- finding was expected on the basis of the- large 
body of evidence indicating thht the handicapped a;:e treated 
negatively by those' without dis*abilities . . HoweVer^ place- 
ment in a class with handicapped children does not seem to 
improve these communicative skills. This was- contrary, to 
expectations and hejLd true both at the conclusion, of the 
first year and the second year. There were no differences 
between the two years. The finding, that fnainstreaming Kas 
no impact on the «nonhandicapped children, however, must be 
accepted/tentatively . The power estimates on these analyses 
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ranged from small ta moderate. ' * 

• An important^ and related finding is that the handicapped 
children in the study vj^re also unable to ^ effectively adapt*" 
their cbmmunication* to the ^pictures of the handicapped child- 
ren. If haying a handicap does not* enable one to contmuni- 
cate effectively with other/ handicapped, individuals, what is 
necessary? It may be that one prerequisite for adapting to 

handicapped person ing able to ^adapt communication in 

general. Other research (Thompson, 1981) has shown that . 
handicapped children tend to be deficient in genelral commu- 
nicative abilitiq^s because they have fewer opportunities for 
interaction with other children. If these children generally 
cannot adapt their communication, they are not likely to ^ee 
the need to adapt to a handicap. 'While gen,eral communicative 
ability is' not the only, prengfluisite .to handicap adaptation. 



there is evidence thab it is .one/ prerequisite (Thompspn, 

i98iyv. ' ' . |. " ' ' * ) 

It is also "drKHberesting to,iffite' that the lack of support 
for this hypothesis is consiste^'t'with ^he argument by Goff- 
man (1963) that even the stigmatized discriminate against^"^ 
other s*tigmatized individuals; This is particularly true 
when the other >person with whom the handica^)ped person comes 
in contact is' more severely disabled than him or herself.. 
"The stigmatized individual exhibits, a- tendency to stratify 
his 'own' according to the degree to which ttieir stigma is 
apparent and obtru^ve. HFIeVcan then take up, in regard to 
those who are more evidently) 'Stigmatized than ffimg^lf the 
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attitude? the.norm'als take" to him" (Go'ff man/ 1963, p. 107)^ 

Actual conununicative behaviors we're measured in ^ 

this study; rather, responses to hypothetical situations 
were assessed. We cannot be sure how representative the 
data are of how the children really communicate with each 
other. Some validity is lent to the coding scheme, however, 
by the ratings qf the special education teachers and h^ndi- 
capped adults., Jheir ratings were basically consistent with 
those obtained on Ithe original coding scheme. This a^lso in- 
dicates that the use of such measurement techniques may have 
promise for future \.research attempts. It appears to be a 
manageable but effective method of categorizing responses. 
The coding scheme fd^ assessing adaptation to 'handicaps, how- 
ever, should Ue refjf.nea. . Bpth 'its inter-rater reliability 
and .average correlation of the adults' ratings were Ipwer " 

than for the other coding scheme. , ' ^ 

' . \ . . • ' • ' . ^ • 

^ Some validity is also lent to the results obtained 

through the use of pictures by comparing the findings of the 

current study with network analyses of these classrooms 

(Thompson, 19^0). The network analyse ndicate that the 
mainstreamed dis'abled children in these classes are communi- 
cative isqjates—they ate much les3 likely to n^rticipate in 
communication wxth otheijs in their class. These findings 
are consistent with those of the present study. 

^ .An important implication of both the current findings 
and those reported by Thompson (1980) is that mainstreaming; 
in and of itself, does not seem to be sufficient. Simply 
placing a disabled child in a "regular" classroom does not 

^ . . 17 
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insure any impact upon the other children in the^class. In 
order to facilitate soin^e improvement in mainstreamed class- 
rooms, increased contact must be ertfcouraged by the teacher, 
Irhis may.be done by class exercises which specifically re- 
quire interpersonal contact between children. The effective- 
ness of these exercises must also be empirically examined. 
Other techniques that have been succe^s?ul at improving em- 
pathy * include handicap-simulation (Wilson/ 1967; Wilson and* 
Acorn, 1970; Israelson, 1980; and Glazzard, 1979) -and the 
use of various media devices representing factual informa- 
tion about disabilities (Litton, Banbury and Harris, . 1980) . 

Inappropriate Responses 

Many of the problems- which the childrenhad communicat- 
g to the pictures o#'the J;^andicapped^ child;:eri consisted of 

propriate references to' the handicap-rref erences which/" 

. . \ - 

were not necessary m thati context . A post-hoc exaininatipn 

of these inappropriate references was undertaken i!r\ an at- 

tempt to further understand the communicative problems. ^ 

This analysis indicated' th^t a large number of the inappro- - 

priate references (almosi^^'0%) represented an accurate ass-. 

essment of the physical limitations caused by the disability, 

but the limitations were mentioned in a context which had 

nothing to do with the^task or situation linder conside'ration . 

For -instance, when tellin'^ a gir\ pictured with crutches that 

she can't go to the store, tfiere is no need to refer to the 

disability. Walking on cru^tches does not mean that one can-^ 

not go to a store. But many of the children assumed that a 
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physi^cal di^sability eliminates many more activities than it 
actually does constrain. Such responses are indicative of 
identification of the handicapped person solely on the 'basis , 
of the disability, a problem deserving of further stud^. 

Another 40% of the inappropriate references entailed 
assun^tion of another disai)f.lity in addition to the one pic- 
/tured, or assumption of overall inferiority because of the 
handicap. Although none of the children pictured wpre blind, 
• one response to a picture* of .the girl on crutches was, "She's 
probably blind. When, you* re blind sometimes you can't go 
where other people go — when somebody don't want you to come 
with them you can't come." Another example o'f this was ad- 
dressed to a .girl with lower leg-braces, "You can't play 
marbles — you have , a wooden hand." 

^The remaining 10% of the inappropriate references indi-. 
cated that the child was not able to accurately assess the 
physical limitations of the disability pictured. In resj^onse 
tOfthe picture of the child with leg braces one boy said, . , 
"You gouldn't play marbles because you can't kneel down." It 
would seem that this misassessment would be easier to remedy . 



than^ the two other groups. This could be, eliminated by teach- 
ing and discussion about the disability. The tVK) lar.giBr„ 
groups of inappropriate references are based on stereotypes 
of .the handijCapped, which are more difficult to overcome. 
All of the inappropriate references were more prevalent 
among the younger children and ampng the nonhandicapped 
children. 

.19 ' ~ . 
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Underlying tbfe study ;reported herein and its findings 

is an important but rarely addressed, idea — we can't communi- 

Gate to the handicapped as w§ would to anyone else. Many 

kind-hearted- individu^als have 'Urged us to treat the ^sabled 

as we treat others. The fallacy here is^assuming that we 

treat all other people in a similar way. Generally, we 

treat people as individuals. This is what we also must' do 

with the handicapped — 'adapt our communication as, necessary 

.to the. person. This means the, handicap itself may sometimes 

be a factor requiring adaptation; many otHer tim.es it will 

not be. Most importantly, the handicap should not be the 

only characteristic to which ^e adapt. The goal should be 

to communicate more interpersonally (Miller and "Steinberg, . 

i 

1975) — communicating^ on the basis of psyqj^ological info^rma- 
tibn about the individual, not solely on the) basis of infor- 
mation about' sociological roles or cultural norms. 

Limitations ' * 

This ^tudy is limited in several ways. Because it is^^a 
field study, inherent in 'it is lack of control .over some con- 
founding variables. The study also dealt with adaptation to 
only one type of handicap. Its generalizability is thus in 
question. Since the datl^ are only ciroSs-sect-ional , develop-^ 
mental conclusions must be tentative. AnTl, as was mentioned 
above, act\!tal comniunicative behaviors wlre"\Kot observed. 
Childri^fi^were simply asked to place th^selves in hypotheti- 
cal circuinstances. Their responses may or may not be repre- 
tentative "of how they behave on the playground or in the 
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classroom, ' \ 

All of ^these limitations* must be overcome in later re- 
search attempts. In addition, the cixrrent study must be and 
is being expanded into a lo^itudinal investigation. At the 
^ same time other^ effects of maxnstreaming on handicapped- 

nonhandicapped relations must be examined^ . • - ' 

Qbnclusions • ' « 

, V I Although we know that mainstreaming is having some posi- 
tive consequences for hant^icapped children, it hafe not helped 

enough. Disabled children are social isolates, poorer com- 

: i 

municators {-Th^mp^on, 1981) , and are the receivers of less 
erhpathic and appropriate communication, ^he goals '"of teach- 
ers and administrators must be to work with both handicapped 
*^axid nonhandicapped children to overcome these problems, Only 
in this way may we truly provifle the mof t >f ulf illihg environ- 
ment for all children. 
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NOTES 



This research was funded by a grant from the Bureau for the^^ 
EducaJ;ion of the Handicapped, Department Of Edufcation, 

handicap is defined by Kelly and Vergason (1978J?^, "The * 
result of any conddtion or deviation, physical or mental/ 
thrat inhibits or prevents achievement *or acceptance (p. 65)," 

3 1 • ' • ' ' 

Kelly and* Vergason (1978) Sdefipe an orthopedic handicap as, 

"A disabling conditibn caused by physical impairments, es- 
pecially those delated to the bones, joints and muscles 
ip'. 102) . ' ' - ' ^ 
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, Descriptions of Pictures and Questions 



Picture 



Question 



1. Voung girl standihg 



2. Young^ girl' standing 
and leaning on tri- 
ceps crutches 



3.. Young boy sitting in 
chair crying . 



4. Young boy massing, one 
ariHi^sitt^ing in chair 
,crying^ ^ 



5. Young, gi^rl •wearing* 
metal leg braces 
j^tanding^. looking 'dowri 

^ at some marbles 

6 . Young .girl s tand ing ^ 

^ booking down at some, 
marbles 



7. Young boy throwing .a^ 
. ' pillow i 



Pretend that this little girl 
just asked you if she could 
play witlj ybiJ, but she can't, 
right now. You'^re supposed to 
teil^ her that she can't^ What 
to her to let 



wouldt you say 
her know that 
with you? 



she can't play 



Preteng that this girl ^^ant^ to 
go somewhere, but -you know that 
she can't go right now. What 
-would you say to her to let her 
know that she c^n't go? 




to this lit- 
to mak^e f 



What j^ould you 
tie bo'y if y 
him happy? 



Let's pretend that you have > 
decd-ded that you wanted to 
play a game with this boy-7a 
game like checkers or another 
board game. What do you think:;i 
you would say to this boy to 
get h;Lm to play checkers with ' 
you? 

Let's say you want to play mar- 
bles with this girl. What 
would you say to her to get he'r 
to play marjDl.es with you? 

This little ^irl^wants to play 
ma2:;:^le6, but you know that she 
cah*t right now. What would^ 
•you say to her to let her know 
that she can^t play marbles now? 

Let's pretend that ypu were just 
playing with a toy that Belongs 
to this b6y# * Whiile you were 
playing Vith it; it fell and »it 
accidentally broke.. What would 



Tab^e 1 (continued) 



Picture 



8. Young boy sitting 

in wheelchair throw- 
ing a pillow 



Question 



/ 



you say to this boy to let *hiin 
know that his toy was broken?. 

Let's pretend that you wanted 
to have a race with this boy, 
What> would you say to him to • 
get him -to jrace with you? 
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Table 2 
Coding Schemes 



^ General 
LevelS. 
Level 2 
Level 3 
Level 4 

Level 5 : 

Level 6: 
Level 7 : 
Level 8 : 



listener adaptation, coding scheme ^ * 
No response 

4 

Inappropriate response 

'incomplete, response but in the right direction 

^'Repetition of ^^perim^ntej: • s instruption in 
the response - \io original ideas or. wording 

Straightforward .and appropriate communication 
getting^ the message across but no adaptation 
to the* particular situation - original wording 

Slight adaptation; recognition of emotional 
state (i.e., sorry *or please) * 

Stronger, adaptation excuses made, persuasion 
used ' ^ ' ^ • 

Empathic ad^tation and attempt to mollify 
feelings > 



Adaptation to handicap (to be used only....Qn^ictures of 
hamicapped kidp) . ^ , 

Level 1: No response , ^ . 

No reference to handicap when reference would 
have been appropriate or when the^ subject did 

hot recognize the handicap 

* ■ ^ * 

Reference to handicap, but unnecessary or 
inappropriate i 



Level i^: 



Level 3 : 
Lev^l 4 : 
Level 5: 



No reference to handicap, but -reference was 
not necessary 

Appropiriate reference, but not strong or empa- 
tbic ' ' ' , ' ' 



Level 6: . EmpBthic, accurate reference (i.e., appropri- 
ate. -offers of help or understanding) 
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Table 3 ^ . ' ^ 



^ Differences bejtween Children . _ ' 
in Integrated and- Nonintegrated Olassroomsv ' " 



Empathib Handicap 
Group Adaptation ' ^ Adaptation 



Integrated 




"^.85 


3.28 


class 


SD 


.90 • 


.62 




n 

i 


24 


24 * .' 


Nonintegrated 


x' 


4.90 


: ' 3..10.' 


class * 


SD 


.92 


.60 




n 


66 « 


, 66 I. 



' J 



Table. 4 



.4 







Scores 


across Grades 

r 

Empathic 




\ 

Handicap 

a t-l +• ia +• 1 on 


Fi^st: 


X 




4.43 - 




2.90 




' SD 




1 ••30 ^ 




. 64 


r 




\ 


52 




52 


1 liJLiru X 


A 




*t • o / 








SD 




1.15 




^ .63 


,t 






57 




57 


Sixth: 


X 




4.96 




3.46 






• / 










SD 




1.09 




.73 




n 


Til 


36 




36 

f ' 


\ 


"\ 








* 
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